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Abstract: We continue our study [1] about the half-wormhole proposal. By gener-

alizing the original proposal of half-wormhole we propose a new way to detect half-

wormholes. The crucial idea is to decompose the observables into self-averaged sector

and non-self-averaged sectors. We find the contributions from different sectors have

interesting statistics in the semi-classical limit. In particular, dominant sectors tend

to condense and the condensation explains the emergence of half-wormholes and we

expect that the appearance of condensation is a signal of possible bulk description. We

also initiate the study of multi-linked-half-wormholes using our approach.
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1 Introduction

Recent progress in quantum gravity and black hole physics impresses on the fact that

wormholes play important roles1. Many evidences suggest an appealing conjectural

duality between a bulk gravitation theory and an ensemble theory on the boundary

[3–53]. For example the seminal work [3] shows that Jackiw-Teitelboim (JT) gravity is

equivalent to a random matrix theory. On the other hand this new conjectural duality

is not compatible with our general belief about the AdS/CFT correspondence. A sharp

1For a up to date review, see [2]
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tension is the puzzle of factorization [54, 55]. In [56], this puzzle is studied within a

toy model introduced in [38], where they find that (approximate) factorization can be

restored if other saddles which are called half-wormholes are included. Motived by this

idea, in [57] a half-wormhole saddle is proposed in a 0-dimensional (0d) SYK model ,

followed by further analyses in different models [58–65]. In our previous works [1, 45],

we pointed out the connection between the gravity computation in [56] and the field

theory computation in [57] and tested the half-wormhole proposal in various models.

The main difficulty of this proposal is the construction of the half-wormhole saddles.

Further more the ansatz proposed in [57, 61] seems to rely on the fact the ensemble is

Gaussian with zero mean value. As a result, the 0d SYK model only has non-trivial

cylinder wormhole amplitude. However for a generic gravity theory for example the

JT gravity, disk and all kinds of wormhole amplitudes should exist. In our previous

work [1], we find even turning on disk amplitude in 0d SYK model will change the

half-wormhole ansatz dramatically.

In this work, we generalize the idea of [56] and propose a method of searching

for half-wormhole saddles. In our proposal, the connection between [56] and [57] will

manifest. One notable benefit of our approach is that it does not depend on the

trick of introducing a resolution identity used in [57], the collective variables emerge

automatically. More importantly our proposal can be straightforwardly generalized to

non-Gaussian ensemble theories.

2 Gaussian distribution or the CGS model

In [56], the main model is the Coleman and Giddings-Strominger (CGS) model. The

CGS model is a toy model of describing spacetime wormholes and it is more suggestive

to obtain it from the Marolf-Maxfield (MM) model [38] by restricting the sum over

topologies to only include the disk and the cylinder [56].

Let the amplitudes of the disk and cylinder be µ and t2, i.e.

〈Ẑ〉 = µ, 〈Ẑ2〉 − 〈Ẑ〉2 = t2, (2.1)

where |〉 = |HH〉 denotes the no-boundary (Hartle-Hawking) state and Ẑ denotes the

boundary creation operator thus 〈Ẑn〉 computes the Euclidean path integral over all

manifolds with n boundaries. For CGS model the gravity amplitude or the “correlation

function of the partition function” 〈Ẑn〉 is a polynomial of µ and t2 and in particular

its generating function is simply

〈euẐ〉 = exp

(
uµ+

u2t2

2

)
. (2.2)
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Thus we can identify Ẑ as a Gaussian random variable Z such that the gravity am-

plitude 〈f(Ẑ)〉 can be computed as the ensemble average E(f(Z)) ≡ 〈f(Z)〉. This

equivalence is a baby version of gravity/ensemble duality.

The crucial idea of [56] is that the correlation functions of partition function does

not factorize in general but they factorize between α–states which are the eigenstates

of Ẑ

〈α|Ẑ2|α〉 = 〈α|Ẑ|α〉2 = Z2
α. (2.3)

The α-state is also created by a generation operator acting on |HH〉

|α〉 = ψα|HH〉. (2.4)

Note that ψ can be expressed in terms of Ẑ in a very complicated way so ψ commutes

with Ẑ. Then (2.3) can be rewritten in a very suggestive way

Z2
α = 〈ψ2

αẐ
2〉 = 〈Ẑ2〉+ 〈ψ2

αẐ
2〉c, (2.5)

where we have assumed that α-state is normalized 〈ψ2
α〉 = 1. This rewriting is inter-

esting because it separates out the self-averaged part 〈Ẑ2〉 and non-self-averaged part

〈ψ2
αẐ

2〉c. In CGS model, since the eigenvalue of Ẑ is continuous and supported on R
so that we can express ψα in terms of Ẑ schematically as

ψα = δ(Ẑ − Zα) =

∫
d k

2π
eik(Ẑ−Zα), (2.6)

thus

〈Z2ψα〉 =

∫
d k e−ikZα

2π
〈Z2eikZ〉 (2.7)

→ Z2
α =

∫
d k e−ikZα

2π

〈Z2eikZ〉
〈ψα〉

. (2.8)

Noting that 〈ψα〉 = P (Zα), where P (Z) is the PDF of Z, we find that (2.8) coincides

with the trick used in [1] and [61] of rewriting Zn
α as a formal average

Zn
α =

∫
dZδ(Z − Zα)

ZnP (Z)

P (Zα)
=

∫
d k

2π

e−ikZα

P (Zα)
〈ZneikZ〉. (2.9)

From which we can derived some useful approximation formula Zn
α ≈ 〈Zn

α〉+ Φ, where

〈Zn
α〉 and Φ are respectively recognized as the wormhole and half-wormhole contribu-

tions as shown in [1, 61]. So we can think of this trick as a refinement of the factorization

proposal of [56]. We will elaborate this below.
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2.1 Half-Wormhole in CGS-like model

In the CGS model, because Z satisfies the Gaussian distribution there is a more concrete

expression for the half wormhole saddle as shown in [56]. The key point is the fact that

when Z is Gaussian, it can be thought of as the position operator of a simple harmonic

oscillator so there exists a natural orthogonal basis, the number basis {n} which is

called the n-baby universe basis in the context of the gravity model. If we insert the

complete basis
∑

i |i〉〈i| into (2.9) we can get2

Zn
α =

∫
dZδ(Z − Zα)

ZnP (Z)

P (Zα)
=

∫
d k

2π

e−ikZα

P (Zα)
〈ZneikZ〉 (2.10)

=

∫
d k

2π

e−ikZα

P (Zα)

n∑
i=0

〈Zn|i〉〈i|eikZ〉 (2.11)

=

∫
d k

2π

e−ikZα

P (Zα)

n∑
i=0

(
n

i

)
〈Zn−i〉〈Zi|i〉〈i|eikZ〉 (2.12)

=

∫
d k

2π

e−ikZα

P (Zα)

n∑
i=0

(
n

i

)
〈Zn−i〉

√
i!ti〈i|eikZ〉 (2.13)

=

∫
d k

2π

e−ikZα

P (Zα)

n∑
i=0

(
n

i

)
〈Zi〉〈(at)n−ieikZ〉 ≡

n∑
i=0

(
n

i

)
µiθ

(n−i), (2.14)

where

θ(n−i) =

∫
d k

2π

e−ikZα

P (Zα)
〈eikZ〉〈(at)

n−ieikZ〉
〈eikZ〉

,
〈(at)n−ieikZ〉
〈eikZ〉

≡ φcn−i. (2.15)

Note that

〈(at)n−ieikZ〉
〈eikZ〉

≡ φcn−i = (ikt2)n−i = (φc1)n−i, (2.16)

θ(i) =

∫
d k

2π

e−ikZα

P (Zα)
〈eikZ〉(ikt2)i =

(−t2∂Zα)iP (Zα)

P (Zα)
, (2.17)

then (2.14) coincides with results in [1]. So we confirm the result that within the

Gaussian approximation (only keep the first two cumulants), Zn
α can be decomposed

as (2.14) and it suggests that θi’s are the convenient building blocks of possible half-

wormhole saddles. Some examples of the decomposition (2.14) are 3

2Note that our convention is Z = µ+ t(a+ a†)
3θ(i) is simply the (unnormalized) Hermite polynomial.
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Z1
α = θ(1) + 〈Z〉, (2.18)

Z2
α = θ(2) + 2〈Z〉θ(1) + 〈Z2〉, (2.19)

Z3
α = θ(3) + 3〈Z〉θ(2) + 3〈Z2〉θ(1) + 〈Z3〉, (2.20)

Z4
α = θ(4) + 4〈Z〉θ(3) + 6〈Z2〉θ(2) + 4〈Z3〉θ(1) + 〈Z4〉, (2.21)

with

θ(1) = −µ+ Zα, θ(2) = (µ− Zα)2 − t2 = θ(1)2 − t2, (2.22)

θ(3) = −(µ− Zα)3 + 3(µ− Zα)t2 = θ(1)3 − 3t2θ(1), (2.23)

θ(4) = 3t4 − 6t2(µ− Zα)2 + (µ− Zα)4 = θ(1)4 − 6t2θ(1)2
+ 3t4. (2.24)

In general we have

θ(i) =

∫
d k

2π

e−ikZα

P (Zα)
〈eikZ〉(ikt2)i =

∫
d k√
2π/t2

e
− (k−(i(µ−Zα)/t2))2

2/t2 (ikt2)i, (2.25)

so θ(i)/(it2)i is the i-th moment of “Gaussian distribution” N (i(µ − Zα)/t2, 1/t2) and

the generating function is

〈euk〉k = e
iu(µ−Zα)

t2
+ u2

2t2 . (2.26)

Considering the following ensemble average〈
〈eu1k1〉k1〈eu2k2〉k2

〉
Zα

= e−
u1u2
t2 , (2.27)

and expanding both sides into Taylor series of u1 and u2 one can find

〈θ(i)θ(j)〉Zα = i!t2iδij. (2.28)

Due to this orthogonal condition we can directly tell which sector in the decomposition

of Zn
α is dominant by computing 〈Zn

αZ
n
α〉

Zn
α =

∑
i

ciθ
(i), 〈Zn

αZ
n
α〉 =

∑
i

c2
i i!t

2i. (2.29)

In CGS model, since there is only a single random variable Z so it does not admit

any approximation related to large N or small GN . Therefore the wormhole or half-

wormhole are not true saddles in the usual sense. To breath life into them we should

consider a model with a large number N of random variables such as random matrix

theory or SYK model which can be described by certain semi-classical collective vari-

ables like the G,Σ in SYK, which potentially have a dual gravity description. However

we find that it is illustrative to firstly apply the factorization proposal to some simple

statistical models as we did in [1].
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2.2 Statistical model

Let us consider a function Y (Xi) of a large number N independent random variables

Xi. Assuming that Xi’s are drawn from the Gaussian distribution then we have the

decomposition

Y n =
1

(2π)N

∫ ∏
i

(
d ki

e−ikiXi

P (Xi)

)
〈ei

∑
i kixi〉

∑
n1,...,nN

〈Y n|n1, . . . , nN〉
〈n1, . . . , nN |ei

∑
i kixi〉

〈ei
∑
i kixi〉

=
∑

k=
∑
i ni

Γk, (2.30)

where Γk denotes different sectors, in particular Γ0 = 〈Y n〉. This kind of model can be

also thought of as the CGS model with species [56].

2.2.1 Simple observables

The simplest operator is

Y =
N∑
i=1

Xi. (2.31)

Apparently for n = 1 there are only two sectors

Y =
N∑
i=1

µ+
N∑
i=1

θ
(1)
i = Θ0 + Θ1, 〈Θ2

0〉 = N2µ2, 〈Θ2
1〉 = Nt2, (2.32)

and for n = 2 there are three sectors

Y 2 = Φ0 + Φ1 + Φ2, (2.33)

Φ0 = 〈Y 2〉, Φ1 = 2Nµ
∑
i

θ
(1)
i , (2.34)

Φ2 =
∑
ij

(
θ

(1)
i θ

(1)
j + δij(θ

(2)
i − θ

(1)
i

2
)
)

=
∑
ij

(
θ

(1)
i θ

(1)
j − δijt2

)
. (2.35)

In general the parameters µ and t2 are N independent therefore Y n is self-averaged

Y n ≈ 〈Y n〉 in the large N limit. This is also true even Xi are not Gaussian because

of the central limit theorem. But we also know in the literature that in order to have

well-defined semi-classical approximation, the parameters µ and t2 should depend on

N in a certain way like in SYK model. Interestingly in this case if t2 ∼ µ2N , the

self-averaged part and non-self-averaged part are comparable and we should keep them

both. This is exactly what we have encountered in the 0-SYK model. But a crucial
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difference is that for this simple choice of observables, all the non-self-averaged sectors

are also comparable so it is not fair to call any of them the half-wormhole saddle and to

restore factorization we have to include all the non-self-averaged sectors. The extremal

case is t2 >> µ2N . In this limit we find that the sector with highest level dominates.

For example,

Y ≈ Θ1, Y 2 ≈ 〈Y 2〉+ Φ2, (2.36)

〈Θ2
1〉 ≈ 〈Y 2〉, 〈Φ2

2〉 ≈ 2〈Y 2〉2, (2.37)

then it is reasonable to identify Θ1 with half-wormhole and identify Φ2 with the 2-linked

half-wormhole. Similarly we can introduce n-linked half-wormholes. For example, in

this extremal case, we can approximate Y 3 with

Y 3 ≈ 3〈Y 2〉Θ1 + Λ3, (2.38)

Λ3 =
∑
i 6=j 6=k

(
θ

(1)
i θ

(1)
j θ

(1)
k

)
+ 3

∑
i 6=j

θ
(2)
i θ

(1)
j +

∑
i

θ
(3)
i , (2.39)

=
∑
i,j,k

(
θ

(1)
i θ

(1)
j θ

(1)
k

)
− 3t2N

∑
i

θ
(1)
i , (2.40)

where the sector Λ3 should describe the 3-linked half-wormhole. We will consider a

similar construction in the 0-SYK model.

2.2.2 Exponential observables

In the Random Matrix Theory or quantum mechanics, the most relevant observable is

the exponential operator Tr(eβH) since it relates to the partition function. So it may

be interesting to consider a similar exponential operator

Y =
∑
i

eβXi , (2.41)

in the toy statistical model. By a Taylor expansion of the exponential operator we find

the following decomposition

eβX = 〈eβX〉
∑
k

βkθ(k)

k!
, θ(0) ≡ 1, (2.42)

thus

Y =
∑
k

Θk, Θk = eµβ+β2t2

2

∑
i

βkθ
(k)
i

k!
, (2.43)

〈Θ2
k〉 = Ne2µβ+t2β2 (βt)2k

k!
,
〈Θ2

k〉
〈Y 2〉

= e−t
2β2 (βt)2k

k!
≡ rk. (2.44)
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Interestingly the ratio rk follows the Poisson distribution Pois(β2t2). When βt << 1

the dominant sector is Θ0 while for βt >> 1 the Poisson distribution approaches

Gaussian distribution N(β2t2, β2t2) so we have to include all the sectors in the peak

k ∈ (β2t2 − βt, β2t2 + βt) to have a good approximation. We can decompose Y 2 in a

similar way

Y 2 =
∑
k

Φk, (2.45)

Φk = e2µβ+β2t2βk
∑
i 6=j

∑
n

θ
(n)
i

n!

θ
(k−n)
j

(k − n)!
+ e2µβ+2β2t2(2β)k

∑
i

θ
(k)
i

k!
, (2.46)

〈Φ2
k〉

〈Y 4〉
= e−2β2t2 (2β2t2)k

k!

2(N − 1) + 2ke2β2t2 + 4(N − 1)eβ
2t2

2(N − 1) + e4β2t2 + 4(N − 1)eβ2t2
. (2.47)

The behavior is similar. When βt << 1, the dominant sector is the self-averaged sector

Φ0. When 2β2t2 > logN (2.47) approaches the Gaussian N(4β2t2, 4β2t2). On the other

hand, when 1 << 2β2t2 << logN (2.47) approaches the Gaussian N(2β2t2, 2β2t2). In

the end when 2β2t2 ∼ logN , (2.47) will have two comparable peaks. However the

half-wormhole ansatz proposed in [1, 61] which can be written as

Φ =
∞∑
k=0

φk, (2.48)

φk = Φk + (e−β
2t2 − 1)e2µβ+2β2t2(2β)k

∑
i

θ
(k)
i

k!
, (2.49)

only works for small value of βt.

(a) (b)

Figure 1: Poisson distribution (2.44). (a) Poisson distribution with β2t2 = 100, (b)

Poisson distribution with β2t2 = 0.01.
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To summarize our proposal, by introducing the basis {θi} which is the general-

ization of n-baby universe basis [56] we can decompose the observables or partition

functions into a single self-averaged sector and many non-self-averaged sectors. These

sectors are independent in the sense of (2.28). The contributions from each sector have

interesting statistics: in the large N limit leading contributing sectors may condense

to peaks. This condensation is a signal that the observable potentially has a bulk de-

scription (or semi-classical description) in the large N limit. If the self-averaged sector

survives then it means the observable is approximately self-averaging. The surviving

non-self-averaged sectors in the large N limit are naturally interpreted as the (n-linked)

half-wormholes which are the results of sector condensation. In the extremal case, only

one non-self-averaging survives reminiscing the famous Bose-Einstein condensation.

2.3 0-SYK model

In this section we apply our proposal to the 0-SYK model which has the “action”

z =

∫
dN ψ exp(iq/2

∑
Ji1...iqψi1...iq) , (2.50)

where ψi1...iq = ψa1ψa2 . . . ψaq and ψi are Grassmann numbers. The random couplings

Ji1...iq is drawn from a Gaussian distribution

〈Ji1...iq〉 = u, 〈Ji1...iqJj1...jq〉 = t2δi1j1 . . . δiqjq , t2 = τ 2 (q − 1)!

N q−1
, (2.51)

where we found in [1] in order to have a semi-classical description u should also have a

proper dependence

u = (−i)q/2µ
(q/2− 1)!

2N q/2−1
. (2.52)

Figure 2: Plot of (2.47) when they are two comparable peaks. logN = 298, βt = 10.
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We sometimes use the collective indies A,B to simplify the notation

A = {a1 < · · · < aq} , JAψA ≡ Ja1...aqψa1...aq . (2.53)

Integrating out the Grassmann numbers directly gives 4:

z =

∫
dN ψ exp(iq/2JAψA) =

′∑
A1<···<Ap

sgn(A)JA1 . . . JAp , p = N/q , (2.54)

where the expression (2.54) is nothing but the hyperpfaffian Pf(J). According to (2.30),

we can similarly decompose it as

z =
∑
i

Θi, Θ0 = 〈z〉, (2.55)

Θk = up−k
′∑

I1<···<Ip−k

Pf(θ
(1)(I1,...,Ip−k)
A ), (2.56)

where the tensor θ
(1)(I1,...,Ip−k)
A means that the index A is not in the set (I1, . . . , Ip−k).

The expression (2.56) can be derived by a combinatorial method used in [1] or by using

the G,Σ trick as follows. First we expand z into series of θ(1)

z =

∫
dN ψeiq/2

∑
A JAψA =

∫
dN ψeiq/2

∑
A uψAeiq/2

∑
A θ

(1)
A ψA (2.57)

=

∫
dN ψ

∑
k=0

(iq/2
∑

A θ
(1)
A ψA)k

k!
eiq/2u

∑
A ψA , (2.58)

thus by matching the power of θ(1) we get a integral expression of Θk

Θk =

∫
dN ψ

(iq/2
∑

A θ
(1)
A ψA)k

k!
eiq/2u

∑
A ψA . (2.59)

Next following [1] we can introduce G,Σ variables directly as

G =
1

N

∑
i<j

ψiψj, (2.60)

z =

∫
dN ψ

∫
R

dG

∫
iR

d Σ

2πi/N
euiq/2 N

q/2

(q/2)!
Gq/2e−NΣGeiq/2

∑
A θ

(1)
A ψAeΣ

∑
i<j ψiψj (2.61)

=

∫
dN ψ

∫
R

dG

∫
iR

d Σ

2πi/N
euiq/2 N

q/2

(q/2)!
Gq/2e−NΣG

∑
k

(iq/2
∑

A θ
(1)
A ψA)k

k!
eΣ
∑
i<j ψiψj ,

(2.62)

4Here we choose the measure of Grassmann integral to be
∫
dNψψ1...N = i−N/2.
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and

Θk =

∫
dN ψ

∫
R

dG

∫
iR

d Σ

2πi/N
euiq/2 N

q/2

(q/2)!
Gq/2e−NΣG (iq/2

∑
A θ

(1)
A ψA)k

k!
eΣ
∑
i<j ψiψj , (2.63)

=

∫
dN ψ

∫
R

dG

∫
iR

d Σ

2πi/N
euiq/2 N

q/2

(q/2)!
Gq/2e−NΣG (iq/2

∑
A θ

(1)
A ψA)k

k!

(q/2!)p−kΣ
N−qk

2 (
∑

A ψA)p−k

(N/2− qk/2)!

=

∫
R

dG

∫
iR

d Σ

2πi/N
euiq/2 N

q/2

(q/2)!
Gq/2e−NΣG(iΣ)

N−qk
2

(q/2!)p−k(p− k)!

(N/2− qk/2)!
×∫

dN ψ
∑

A1<···<Ak

θ
(1)
A1
. . . θ

(1)
Ak
ψA1 . . . ψAk ×

∑
I1<···<Ip−k

ψI1 . . . ψIp−k (2.64)

=

∫
R

dG

∫
iR

d Σ

2πi/N
euiq/2 N

q/2

(q/2)!
Gq/2e−NΣG(iΣ)

N−qk
2

(p− k)!(q/2!)p−k

(N/2− qk/2)!
×

′∑
I1<···<Ip−k

PF(θ
(1)(I1,...,Ip−k)
A ),

= up−k
′∑

I1<···<Ip−k

PF(θ
(1)(I1,...,Ip−k)
A ), (2.65)

where the tensor θ
(1)(I1,...,Ip−k)
A means that the index A is not in the set (I1, . . . , Ip−k).

To figure out which one is dominant let us compute

〈z2〉 =
∑
i

〈ΘiΘi〉. (2.66)

The expression of 〈z2〉 is derived in [1]

〈z2〉 =

p∑
k=0

ckm
2
p−kt

2ku2p−2k ≡
∑
k

z
(k)
2 , (2.67)

where

ck =
1

k!

(
N

q

)(
N − q
q

)
. . .

(
N − (k − 1)q

q

)
=

N !

k!(q!)k(N − kq)!
, (2.68)

mp =
(pq/2)!

p!((q/2)!)p
. (2.69)

By matching the power of t2 we can identify

z
(k)
2 = 〈ΘkΘk〉 = ckm

2
p−kt

2ku2p−2k. (2.70)

The coefficient is very involved so let us first consider some simple cases. If p = 2, then

there are only three sectors

z = 〈z〉+ Θ1 + Θ2, (2.71)

z
(0)
2 =

(q!)2

4
(
q
2
!
)4u

4, z
(1)
2 =

(2q)!

(q!)2 u
2t2, z

(2)
2 =

(2q)!

2 (q!)2 t
4. (2.72)
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Taking the large N limit, we find

z
(1)
2 ∼

√
N
t2

u2
z

(0)
2 , z

(2)
2 ∼

√
N
t4

u4
z

(0)
2 , (2.73)

and

t2

u2
≈ 1

N

τ 2

4µ2

N
2

!

(N
4

!)2
∼ τ 2

µ2

2N/2

N
√
N
, (2.74)

which implies that

z
(1)
2 ∼

2N/2

N
z

(0)
2 , z

(2)
2 ∼

2N

N2
√
N
z

(0)
2 ∼

2N/2

N
√
N
z

(1)
2 , (2.75)

so that we have the approximation

z ∼ Θ2. (2.76)

Similarly when p = 3, we can find

z = 〈z〉+ Θ1 + Θ2 + Θ3, (2.77)

and

z
(3)
2 ∼

t2

u2

1

3
z

(2)
2 , z

(2)
2 ∼

t2

u2

√
Nz

(1)
2 , z

(1)
2 ∼

t2

u2

√
Nz

(0)
2 , (2.78)

t2

u2
∼ 2N/3

N
√
N
, (2.79)

thus

z ≈ Θ3. (2.80)

This turns out be general: when p << N the dominant term is Θp. Therefore, the

self-averaged 〈z〉 will not survive. This behavior is same as we found in the simple

statistical model in the regime when the cylinder amplitude is much larger than the

disk amplitude.

On the other hand, if q << N then

t2

u2
∼ τ 2

µ2
∼ 1

N
, (2.81)
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the situation is very different. As a simple demonstration let us consider the case of

q = 2

z
(p)
2 ∼ NN/2 t

N

uN
z

(0)
2 =

1

NN/2
z

(0)
2 , (2.82)

z
(1)
2 ∼ N2 t

2

u2
z

(0)
2 = Nz

(0)
2 , z

(2)
2 ∼ N4 t

4

u4
z

(0)
2 = N2z

(0)
2 , (2.83)

z
(3)
2 ∼ N6 t

6

u6
z

(0)
2 = N3z

(0)
2 , . . . , (2.84)

z
(k)
2 ∼ skz

(0)
2 , sk =

1

2kNk

N !

k!(N − 2k)!
. (2.85)

The dominant term is neither 〈z〉 nor Θp but some intermediate term Θk as argued

in [1]. With this detailed analysis we find that we should also include some “sub-

leading” sectors. The distribution of the surviving sectors in the large N limit has

a peak centered at the “dominant” sector with a width roughly
√
N . One possible

interpretation of this result is the surviving sectors are only approximate saddles or

constrained saddles with some free parameters. Even though each approximate saddle

contribution is as tiny as 1/
√
N but after integrating over the free parameters the total

contribution is significant. Note that similar approximate saddles are also found for

the spectral form factor in the SYK model [66]. We plot the ratio z
(k)
2 /z

(0)
2 as function

of k in Fig. 3. With increasing q or equivalently decreasing p, the peak moves to the

left (small k) and becomes sharper and sharper. This is consistent with our analysis

of limit of small p where there is only one dominant saddle, Θp. So our result shows

that the wormhole (actually disk in this case) does not persist but the half-wormhole

appears. As we found in [1] 〈z2〉 can be computed by a trick of introducing the collective

variables

GLR =
1

N

∑
i

ψLi ψ
R
i , GL =

1

N

∑
i<j

ψLi ψ
L
j , GR =

1

N

∑
i<j

ψRi ψ
R
j , (2.86)

and doing the path integral. The final expression is

〈z2〉 =

∫
R

d3Gi

∫
iR

d3 Σi e
N
q

(τ2GqLR+µG
q/2
L +µG

q/2
R )−N(ΣiGi) 1

2

(
(ΣLR + i

√
ΣLΣR)N + (ΣLR − i

√
ΣLΣR)N

)
=

∫
R

d3Gi

∫
iR

d3 Σi

N/2∑
m=0

(
N

2m

)
(ΣLR)2m(i2ΣLΣR)

N
2
−me

N
q

(τ2GqLR+µG
q/2
L +µG

q/2
R )e−N(ΣiGi) ,

In [1] we indeed find a new non-trivial saddle point whose saddle contribution is larger

than the saddle contribution of the trivial disk saddle and wormhole saddle. The new
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non-trivial saddle should correspond to
∑

k〈Θ2
k〉 with k in the peak. The expression

(2.87) of 〈z2〉 leads to a G,Σ expression of each z
(k)
2

〈Θ2
k〉 = z

(k)
2 =

(
N

kq

)∫
R

d3Gi

∫
iR

d3 Σi (ΣLR)kq(i2ΣLΣR)
N−kq

2 e
N
q

(τ2GqLR+µG
q/2
L +µG

q/2
R )e−N(ΣiGi).

(2.87)

Actually we can derive a different G,Σ expression from Θi directly in a more enlight-

ening way. Because ψi are Grassmann numbers and q is even then the exponential in

(2.57) factorizes

eiq/2
∑
A JAψA =

∏
A

eiq/2JAψA . (2.88)

Using Tyler expansion the definition of θ(i) one can derive a useful identity

eαX = 〈eαX〉
∞∑
i=0

αn

n!
θ(n), (2.89)

where X is the random variable. With the help of this identity and ψ2
A = 0, (2.88) can

be decomposed into

∏
A

eiq/2JAψA = 〈eiq/2
∑
A JAψA〉

(
1 +

∑
A

θ
(1)
A (iq/2ψA) +

1

2!

∑
A,B

θ
(1)
A (iq/2ψA)θ

(1)
B (iq/2ψB) + . . .

)
= 〈eiq/2

∑
A JAψA〉e

∑
A θ

(1)
A ψA . (2.90)

(a) (b)

Figure 3: The ratio z
(k)
2 /z

(0)
2 in (2.85). (a) N = 1000, q = 2, the y axis labels sk∑p

i=0 si
.

The peak is of order 1/
√
N . (b) N = 1000, q = 4, the y axis labels sk∑p

i=0 si
. The peak

is of order 1/
√
N .
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Thus the we can express 〈Θ2
k〉 as

〈Θ2
k〉 =

∫
d2N ψL(R)〈eiq/2

∑
A JAψ

L
A〉〈eiq/2

∑
A JAψ

R
A〉 1

k!2
(iq/2

∑
A

ψLAθ
(1)
A )k(iq/2

∑
A

ψRAθ
(1)
A )k

=

∫
d2N ψL(R)〈eiq/2

∑
A JAψ

L
A〉〈eiq/2

∑
A JAψ

R
A〉t

2k

k!
(
∑
A

ψLAψ
R
A)k (2.91)

=

∫
d2N ψL(R) dGLR d ΣLR e

iq/2u
∑
A(ψLA+ψRA)e−NΣLR(GLN−

∑
i ψ

L
i ψ

R
i ) 1

k!

(
Nτ 2

q
Gq
LR

)k
=

∫
R

d3Gi

∫
iR

d3 Σi
1

2

(
(ΣLR + i

√
ΣLΣR)N + (ΣLR − i

√
ΣLΣR)N

)
e
N
q

(µG
q/2
L +µG

q/2
R )e−N(ΣiGi)

1

k!

(
Nτ 2

q
Gq
LR

)k
. (2.92)

The integral (2.92) is not convergent but we can introduce the generating function

F (v) =

∫
R

d3Gi

∫
iR

d3 Σi
1

2

(
(ΣLR + i

√
ΣLΣR)N + (ΣLR − i

√
ΣLΣR)N

)
e
N
q

(vτ2GqLR+µG
q/2
L +µG

q/2
R )e−N(ΣiGi), (2.93)

which can be computed with a saddle point approximation and the 〈Θ2
k〉 is given by

〈Θ2
k〉 =

1

k!

dk F (v)saddle

d vk

∣∣∣
v=0

. (2.94)

As a simple test, we know that the exact result of F (v) is just

F (v) = 〈z2〉t2→t2v =
∑
k

ckm
2
p−kt

2ku2p−2kvk, (2.95)

which indeed leads to

〈Θ2
k〉 =

1

k!

dk F (v)saddle

d vk

∣∣∣
v=0

= ckm
2
p−kt

2ku2p−2k . (2.96)

2.3.1 Half-wormhole in z2

To make the half-wormhole saddle manifest below we will set u = 0. In this case

“Bose-Einstein” condensation happens. As found in [57] for the square of partition

function z2 the wormhole persists and there is only one dominant non-self-averaged

sector. Applying (2.30) directly leads to the decomposition

z2 =
∑
i

Φ2i, (2.97)
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with

Φ0 = 〈z2〉 =
′∑

A1(B1)<···<Ap(Bp)

sgn(A)sgn(B)t2δA1B1 . . . . . . t
2δApBp , (2.98)

Φ2 =
∑
k

′∑
A1(B1)<···<Ap(Bp)

sgn(A)sgn(B)t2δA1B1 . . . (θ
(1)
Ak
θ

(1)
Bk

+ δAkBk(θ
(2)
Ak
− θ(1)

Ak

2
)) . . . t2δApBp ,

. . . (2.99)

Φ2p =
′∑

A1(B1)<···<Ap(Bp)

sgn(A)sgn(B)(θ
(1)
A1
θ

(1)
B1

+ δA1B1(θ
(2)
A1
− θ(1)

A1

2
)) . . . (θ

(1)
Ap
θ

(1)
Bp

+ δApBp(θ
(2)
Ap
− θ(1)

Ap

2
))

(2.100)

where Φ2p is the half-wormhole saddle which is found in [57, 61] by noticing θ
(1)
A = JA

and θ
(2)
A − θ

(1)
A

2
= −t2. Actually the connection between the half-wormhole proposed

in [57] and factorization proposal introduced in [56] has been pointed out in [45]. A

useful way to derive the expression of Φi is to use (2.89) first

eiq/2
∑
A JA(ψLA+ψRA) =

∏
A

eiq/2JA(ψLA+ψRA) (2.101)

= 〈eiq/2
∑
A JA(ψLA+ψRA)〉

∏
A

(1 + iq/2θ
(1)
A (ψLA + ψRA) + iqθ

(2)
A ψLAψ

R
A) (2.102)

= 〈eiq/2
∑
A JA(ψLA+ψRA)〉eiq/2

∑
A θ

(1)
A (ψLA+ψRA)+iq

∑
A(θ

(2)
A −θ

(1)
A

2
)ψLAψ

R
A (2.103)

and then to substitute it into the integral form of z2

z2 =

∫
d2N ψL(R)〈eiq/2

∑
A JA(ψLA+ψRA)〉eiq/2

∑
A θ

(1)
A (ψLA+ψRA)+iq

∑
A(θ

(2)
A −θ

(1)
A

2
)ψLAψ

R
A (2.104)

=

∫
d2N ψL(R)eiq/2

∑
A θ

(1)
A (ψLA+ψRA)+iq

∑
A[(θ

(2)
A −θ

(1)
A

2
)+t2]ψLAψ

R
A (2.105)

= iN
p∑

k=0

∫
d2N ψL(R)

(∑
A[(θ

(2)
A − θ

(1)
A

2
) + t2]ψLAψ

R
A

)k
k!

(
∑

A θ
(1)
A ψLA)p−k

(p− k)!

(
∑

A θ
(1)
A ψRA)p−k

(p− k)!

=
′∑

A(B)

sgn(A)sgn(B′)
∏
i

(θ
(1)
Ai
θ

(1)
Bi

+ δAiBi(θ
(2)
Ai
− θ(1)

Ai

2
+ t2)). (2.106)

By matching the power of t2 we can extract the expression of Φi. Note that the

expressions of Φi have been derived in [61] based on the proposal of [57]. In [61] the

non-dominant sectors are derived as fluctuations of the dominant saddle Φ2p with the

help of introducing G,Σ variables. Because our derivation here does not rely on G,Σ
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trick so it can be used to derive possible n-linked half-wormholes in zn. First we notice

that 〈z2〉2 = 〈Φ2
0〉 is in the same order of 〈z4〉 ≈ 〈z2〉2 as proved in [57] so the wormhole

saddle persists. To confirm that Φ2p is the only dominant non-self-averaged saddle we

only need to show

〈z4〉 ≈ 〈Φ2
0〉+ 〈Φ2

2p〉, (2.107)

which also has been proved in [57, 61]. Another benefit of the rewriting (2.104)

is that we can introduce G,Σ variable directly if needed because the appearance of

〈eiq/2
∑
A JA(ψLA+ψRA)〉 instead of introducing them “by hand” by inserting an identity as

proposed in [57]. As we argued in [1] when u 6= 0, Φ2p will not be the dominant sector

anymore. Instead there will be a package of surviving non-self-averaged sectors.

2.3.2 Half-wormhole in z3

As we argued in the statistical toy model, there should exist n-linked half-wormholes.

For simplicity let us focus on 3-linked half-wormholes and z3. Similar to (2.104), z3

can be rewritten as

z3 =

∫
d3N ψieiq/2

∑
A JA(ψ1

A+ψ2
A+ψ3

A) (2.108)

=

∫
d3N ψi〈eiq/2

∑
A JA(ψ1

A+ψ2
A+ψ3

A)〉eiq/2
∑
A θ

(1)
A (ψ1

A+ψ2
A+ψ3

A) ×

eiq
∑
A(θ

(2)
A −θ

(1)
A

2
)(ψ1

Aψ
2
A+ψ1

Aψ
3
A+ψ2

Aψ
3
A)ei3q/2

∑
A(θ

(3)
A −3θ

(2)
A θ

(1)
A +2θ

(1)
A

3
)ψ1
Aψ

2
Aψ

3
A , (2.109)

=

3p∑
i=0

Λi. (2.110)

Again the expression of Λi can be extracted by matching the power of t2. Since 〈z3〉 = 0,

so the self-averaged sector does not exist and z3 is only dominated by non-self-averaged

sectors which we expect are Λ3p:

Λ3p =

∫
d3N ψieiq/2

∑
A θ

(1)
A (ψ1

A+ψ2
A+ψ3

A) ×

eiq
∑
A(θ

(2)
A −θ

(1)
A

2
)(ψ1

Aψ
2
A+ψ1

Aψ
3
A+ψ2

Aψ
3
A)ei3q/2

∑
A(θ

(3)
A −3θ

(2)
A θ

(1)
A +2θ

(1)
A

3
)ψ1
Aψ

2
Aψ

3
A , (2.111)

=

∫
d3N ψieiq/2

∑
A JA(ψ1

A+ψ2
A+ψ3

A)e−iqt2
∑
A(ψ1

Aψ
2
A+ψ1

Aψ
3
A+ψ2

Aψ
3
A), (2.112)

and Λp:

Λp =

∫
d3N ψ1,2,3

∑
(i,j,k)=(1,2,3),(1,3,2),(2,3,1)

(
eiqt2

∑
A ψ

i
Aψ

j
Aeiq/2

∑
A θ

(k)
A ψkA

)
(2.113)

= 3〈z2〉z, (2.114)
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where we have substituted the explicit expressions of θ
(i)
A . The term of triple product

ψ1
Aψ

2
Aψ

3
A drops out in Λ3p because of JA is Gaussian so that there is no tri-linear

interactions. From (2.112) and (2.113) it is obvious to show 〈Λ3p〉 = 〈Λp〉 = 0 as they

should be. To confirm that they are dominant let us compute 〈Λ2
3p〉 and 〈Λ2

p〉

〈Λ2
3p〉 = 〈ΛL

3pΛ
R
3p〉 (2.115)

=

∫
d6N ψLi(Ri)e

iqt2
∑
A

(∑3
i,j=1 ψ

Li
A ψ

Rj
A

)
≈ 6〈z2〉3, (2.116)

〈Λ2
p〉 = 〈ΛL

pΛR
p 〉 = 9〈z2〉3, (2.117)

which give

〈Λ2
3p〉+ 〈Λ2

p〉 ≈ 15〈z2〉3 ≈ 〈z6〉. (2.118)

Therefore the approximation

z3 ≈ Λp + Λ3p, (2.119)

is the analogue of (2.38). We believe that this analogy persists for all other higher

moments zn. Recall that θ(i) can be thought of as moments thus it is reasonable to

introduce the connected moments or the cumulants θ̃(i) with those z3 can be cast into

z3 =

∫
d3N ψi〈eiq/2

∑
A JA(ψ1

A+ψ2
A+ψ3

A)〉
∏
k

eikq/2
∑
A θ̃

(k)
A

(
∑
i ψ
i
A)k

k! . (2.120)

In general, we expect

zn =

∫
dnN ψi〈eiq/2

∑
A JA(

∑n
i=1 ψ

i
A)〉

n∏
k=1

eikq/2
∑
A θ̃

(k)
A

(
∑
i ψ
i
A)k

k! , (2.121)

which is simple to check for small n by a direct calculation. Since θ(i) is Gaussian so

the only non-vanishing cumulants are θ̃(1) and θ̃(2) thus

zn =

∫
dnN ψi〈eiq/2

∑
A JA(

∑n
i=1 ψ

i
A)〉eiq/2

∑
A θ

(1)
A (

∑
i ψ

i
A)eiq 1

2

∑
A θ̃

(2)
A (

∑
i ψ

i
A)2 . (2.122)

As a consistency check, substituting the explicit expressions θ
(1)
A = JA and θ̃

(2)
A = −t2

into (2.122) leads to zn directly as it should be since (2.122) is nothing but a rewriting

of zn in a convenient way of extracting contributions from different sectors and it is

a direct generalization of the trick introduced in [57]. In particular the highest level

sector of zn can be expressed as

Θ =

∫
dnN ψieiq/2

∑
A θ

(1)
A (

∑
i ψ

i
A)eiq 1

2

∑
A θ̃

(2)
A (

∑
i ψ

i
A)2 , (2.123)

which is expected to be one of the dominant non-self-averaged sector in the large N

limit.
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2.4 0+1 SYK model

Now let us apply our proposal to the 1-SYK model. The partition function is defined

as

z(β) =

∫
Dψ exp

{
−
∫ β

0

d τ
(
ψi∂τψi + iq/2JAψA

)}
, (2.124)

with JA’s satisfy (2.51). We will assume that (2.122) is approximately valid at least

semi-classically. In other words, the saddle point can be derived from (2.122). The

possible problem of (2.122) in one-dimensional SYK model is that the fermions are

not Grassmann numbers but Majorana fermions. As a result, ψA does not commute

with ψB if there are odd number common indexes in the collective indexes A and B.

Therefore (2.89) is not exact anymore. The reason why we expect such subtlety is

negligible in the large N limit is because when we introduce standard G,Σ variables in

the SYK model we already ignore this fact and it is shown in [66] this approximation

is correct in the large N limit.

2.4.1 Half-wormhole in z and complex coupling

First let us consider z(β + iT )

z(β + iT ) =

∫
Dψ e−

∫ β
0 d τ(ψi∂τψi)+t

2
∑
AOAOAe

∑
A θ

(1)
A OAe

∑
A θ̃

(2)
A OAOA , (2.125)

where we have defined the operator

OA(β + iT ) ≡ iq/2
∫ β+iT

0

d τAψA. (2.126)

The reason we consider z(β+ iT ) is that its square 〈z(β+ iT )z(β− iT )〉 is the spectral

form factor (SFF) which has universal behaviors for chaotic systems like SYK model

and random matrix theories. When T is small, SFF is self-averaged so it is dominated

by disconnected piece 〈z(β + iT )z(β − iT )〉 ≈ 〈z(β + iT 〉〈z(β − iT )〉. Because the one

point function decays with respect to time and so is SFF. This decay region of SFF

is called the slope. Because of the chaotic behavior SSF should not vanish in the late

time. It will be the non-self-averaged sector dominates which are responsible for the

ramp of the SFF. Therefore, in the ramp region we expect the approximation

z ≈ Θ(β + iT ) ≡
∫
Dψ e−

∫ β+iT
0 d τψi∂τψie

∑
A θ

(1)
A OAe

∑
A θ̃

(2)
A OAOA (2.127)

=

∫
Dψ e−

∫ β+iT
0 d τψi∂τψie

∑
A θ

(1)
A OAe−

t2

2

∑
AOAOA , (2.128)
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which is the analog of the highest level sector (2.123) in the 0d SYK model. It can

also be written as 〈e
∑
A θ

(1)
A OA〉SY K , where SY K can be thought of as the anti-SYK

model which is a SYK model but with an opposite bi-linear coupling or it can be

think of as a SYK model with purely imaginary random coupling iJ̃A. The relation

between factorization and complex couplings in SYK model was also proposed in [61].

To confirm this approximation, let us compute

〈Θ(β + iT )Θ(β − iT )〉 =

∫
DψLDψRe−

∫ β±iT
0 d τψ

L(R)
i ∂τψ

L(R)
i e−

t2

2
(OLAO

L
A+ORAO

R
A) ×

〈e
∑
A θ

(1)
A O

L
Ae
∑
A θ

(1)
A O

R
A〉 (2.129)

=

∫
DψLDψRe−

∫ β±iT
0 d τψ

L(R)
i ∂τψ

L(R)
i et

2
∑
AOLAO

R
A , (2.130)

which describes the wormhole saddle considering that we can introduce the GLR as

t2
∑
A

OLAORA ≈
t2

q!

∫
d τL

∫
d τR(

∑
i

ψLi ψ
R
i )q ≡ Nτ 2

q

∫
d τL

∫
d τRG

q
LR. (2.131)

so the saddle point solution of (2.130) is the same saddle point solution of 〈z2〉 with

GLL = GRR = 0. Such solutions are found in [66]. To be more precise, these solutions

found in [66] are time-dependent and only in the ramp region we have GLL, GRR →
0. This is why we stress that only in the ramp region our approximation is good.

Away from this region, we have to include other sectors which can be obtained by the

expansion (2.125) as

Θk =

∫
Dψ e−

∫ β
0 d τ(ψi∂τψi)e

∑
A θ

(1)
A OAe

∑
A θ̃

(2)
A OAOA

(
(t2
∑

AOAOA)k

k!

)
, (2.132)

≈ 1

k!

〈
e
∑
A θ

(1)
A OA

(
Nτ 2

q
Gq
LL

)k〉
SY K

. (2.133)

2.4.2 Half-wormhole in z2 and factorization

Let us consider z(iT )z(−iT ) and apply our decomposition proposal (2.122)

z(iT )z(−iT ) =

∫
DψL(R) eS

L
SYK+SRSYKe

∑
A θ

(1)
A (OLA+ORA)e

1
2

∑
A θ̃

(2)
A (OLA+ORA)2 . (2.134)
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Motivated by the result of 0-SYK model, we expect that there is also a ramp region

where the dominant non-self-averaged sector is given by the 2-linked half-wormhole5

Φ =

∫
DψL(R) e

∑
A θ

(1)
A (OLA+ORA)e

1
2

∑
A θ̃

(2)
A (OLA+ORA)2 (2.135)

=

∫
DψL(R) e

∑
A θ

(1)
A (OLA+ORA)e−

t2

2

∑
A(OLA+ORA)2 (2.136)

=

∫
DψL(R) e

∑
A θ

(1)
A (OLA+ORA)e−

t2

2

∑
A(OLAOLA+ORAO

R
A+OLAO

R
A+ORAO

L
A). (2.137)

Our proposal (2.137) of the 2-linked half-wormhole is very close to the one proposed

in [61] which has two more bi-linear terms OLAOLA +ORAORA in the second exponent. It

seems that our proposal is more proper considering that in 〈Φ2〉 there are only bi-linear

correlations between L(R) and L′(R′)

〈Φ2〉 =

∫
DψLDψRe−

∫
d τψ

L(R)
i ∂τψ

L(R)
i

∫
DψL

′
DψR

′
e−

∫
d τψ

L′(R′)
i ∂τψ

L′(R′)
i

et
2
∑
A(OLAO

L′
A +OLAO

R′
A +ORAO

L′
A +ORAO

R′
A ), (2.138)

as shown in Fig. 4. Thus it implies the approximate factorization

Error = z2 − 〈z2〉 − Φ, (2.139)

〈Error2〉 ≈ 〈z4〉 − 〈z2〉2 − 2〈Φz2〉+ 〈Φ2〉 ≈ (3− 1− 4 + 2)〈z2〉2 ≈ 0, (2.140)

where we have assumed in the regime where the wormhole dominates the partition

function z approximates a Gaussian random variable. The bulk point of view of the

factorization is also interesting. The insertion of e
∑
A θ

(1)
A (

∑n
i=1OiA) can be thought of

inserting spacetime branes in the gravity path integral and the opposite bi-linear cou-

pling means the wormhole amplitudes connecting the branes are opposite to the usual

spacetime wormhole amplitudes such that including all the effects of wormholes and

branes factorization is achieved. In [64], it is proposed that JT gravity can be factorized

by inserting such spacetime branes.

2.5 Random Matrix Theory

In this section, let us apply our proposal to the Random Matrix Theory: the GUE

ensemble which can also be thought of the CGS model with End-Of-World (EOW)

branes. The random matrix element Hij is identified with a EOW brane (ψ̂i, ψ̂j) in

the notation of [38] or the topological complex matter field Zψ†ψ in the notation of

[45] with the restriction that the disk amplitude of (ψ̂i, ψ̂i) vanishes i.e. 〈(ψ̂i, ψ̂i)〉 = 0.

5Note that we have normalized the fermionic integral such that
∫
dψ = 0 thus 〈Φ〉 = 0.
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Figure 4: The illustration of (2.138).

The equivalence between these two models can be understood as the following. The

correlation functions of Hij are computed by the Wick contractions which exactly

describe how to connect different EOW branes (ψ̂i, ψ̂j) with spacetime wormholes in

the Disk-Cylinder approximation. Therefore the correlation functions of the random

matrix theory are equal to the gravity path integral as we have seen in the CGS model.

In this theory, we are interested in the observable

z(β) = Tr(e−βH) , (2.141)

whose ensemble average is given by

〈z〉 =

∫
dH e−

1
2t2

TrH2

z , (2.142)

where t2 is usually taken to be 1/N .

2.5.1 Half-wormhole

First let us consider the non-self-averaged sector in z. It is useful to study a simpler

observable TrHn to get some intuitions about the non-self-averaged sector of matrix

functions. For the random variable Hij we can not use the decomposition (2.30) di-

rectly. One possible way of adapting to (2.30) is to rewrite Hij as a linear combination

of the Gaussian random variables. However this rewriting is not very convenient. Al-

ternatively, we can transfer the matrix integral into the integral over eigenvalues

Z(H) =

∫
dHe−

1
2t2

trH2

=

∫ ∏
i

dλie
− 1

2t2

∑
i λ

2
i∆(λ)2, (2.143)

where ∆(λ) is the Vandermonde determinant

∆(λ) =
L∏
i<j

(λi − λj). (2.144)
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Then the simple single-trace observable translates to

TrHn =
∑
i

λni . (2.145)

However those eigenvalues are not Gaussian random variables. As a result, even though

we can still do the sector decomposition but the resulting different sectors are not

orthogonal anymore. Although when the level is finite, we can obtain a new orthogonal

basis by a direct diagonalization but it is still very cumbersome. We will make some

preliminary analysis beyond Gaussian distribution in next section. Here we will take a

similar approach as before. Considering the non-vanishing correlator 〈HijHji〉 = t2 we

should define

θ
(1)
ij = Hij, θ

(2)
ij,ji = θ

(1)
ij θ

(1)
ji − t2, (2.146)

thus we have

HijHkm = 〈HijHkm〉+ θ
(1)
ij θ

(1)
km + δjkδim(θ

(2)
ij,ji − θ

(1)
ij θ

(1)
ji ) (2.147)

≡ 〈HijHkm〉+ [HijHkm] (2.148)

and

HijHklHmn =
3∑
i=0

Θi, Θ0 = 〈HijHklHmn〉, Θ2 = 0, (2.149)

Θ1 = θ
(1)
ij 〈HklHmn〉+ θ

(1)
kl 〈HijHmn〉+ θ(1)

mn〈HklHij〉, (2.150)

Θ3 =


θ

(1)
ij θ

(1)
kl θ

(1)
mn, no pairs like (2.146)

θ
(2)
ab,baθ

(1)
ji = θ

(1)
ab θ

(1)
ba θ

(1)
ji − t2θ

(1)
ji , there is only one pair like (2.146)

θ
(3)
ab,ba,ab = θ

(1)
ab θ

(1)
ba θ

(1)
ab − 2t2θ

(1)
ab , a 6= b

θ
(3)
aa,aa,aa = θ

(1)
aa

3
− 3t2θ

(1)
aa .

,(2.151)

= θ
(1)
ij θ

(1)
kl θ

(1)
mn − (all the possible contractions) ≡ [θ

(1)
ij θ

(1)
kl θ

(1)
mn]. (2.152)

So the highest level sector can also be understood as the observable in the “normal

order”. Applying this rule of decomposition to the single-trace observables we get

TrH = Trθ(1), (2.153)

TrH2 = 〈TrH2〉+
∑
ij

θ
(2)
ij = 〈TrH2〉+

(
Trθ(1)2 −N2t2

)
, (2.154)

TrH3 = 3〈TrH2〉Trθ(1) +
(

Tr(θ(1)3
)− 3Nt2Trθ(1)

)
, (2.155)

TrH4 = 〈TrH4〉+
(
4N2t2Tr(θ(2)) + 2t2[Trθ(1)Trθ(1)]

)
+ [Trθ(1)4

], (2.156)

. . .
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where the normal ordered terms are explicitly given by

[Trθ(1)Trθ(1)] = Trθ(1)Trθ(1) −Nt2, (2.157)

[Trθ(1)4
] = Trθ(1)4 −

(
〈TrH4〉+

(
4N2t2Tr(θ(2)) + 2t2[Trθ(1)Trθ(1)]

))
. (2.158)

Like the Wick transformation in quantum field theory, the normal order or the highest

level sector can be defined as

[f(H)] = e
− t

2

2
Tr

(
δ

δHij

δ
δHji

)
f(H), (2.159)

or we can introduce the formal integral

[f(H)] =

∫
d H̃ e

1
2t2

TrH̃2

e−
1
t2

Tr(θ(1)H̃)e
1

2t2
Trθ(1)

2

f(H̃)− f(0), (2.160)

which is more convenient sometimes. Therefore we can rewrite the decomposition as

f(H) = [f(H)] +
∑
k

Conk, (2.161)

where the Conk means choosing all possible k pairs of matrix elements from [f(H)]

and replacing each pair HabHcd with its expectation value 〈HabHcd〉. It implies the

identification

[f(H)] = Θp, Conk = Θp−2k. (2.162)

For these single-trace observables, in the large N limit their correlation functions fac-

torize so the dominant sector is always the self-averaged sector. The more interesting

observable is z(iT ) whose expectation value is

lim
N→∞

〈z(iT )〉 =
∑
k=0

(iT )2k

(2k)!
〈TrH2k〉 = N

∑
k=0

(iT
√
Nt2)2k

(2k)!
Ck (2.163)

= N
J1(2αT )

αT
∼ 0, when T >> 1, (2.164)

where Ck is famous Catalan number and α =
√
Nt2. So in the late time, the non-

self-averaged sector becomes important. The lowest sector can be simply obtained by

expanding z and picking the term with θ(1)6:

Θ1 = Trθ(1) 1

N

(
N iT +

(iT )3

3!
3× 〈TrH2〉+

(iT )5

5!
5× 〈TrH4〉+ . . .

)
(2.165)

= iTrθ(1)J1(2αT )

α
. (2.166)

6There is a 1/N in front because one of the summation of indexes gives the trace of θ(1) instead of

a factor of N. For example
∑

a,i,j,k,m θ
(1)
ai 〈HijHjkHkmHma〉 = Trθ(1).
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Similarly we find that the next sector is 7

Θ2 = Trθ(2) 1

α2

(
(iTα)2

2
+

(iTα)4

4!
× 4 +

(iTα)6

6!
× (6 ∗ 2 + 3) + . . .

)
, (2.167)

= −Trθ(2)J2(2Tα)

α2
, (2.168)

where we have dropped the terms Trθ(1)Trθ(1) because they are suppressed by 1/N .

Comparing with the known results8 of the wormhole contribution to 〈z(iT1)z(iT2)〉c

〈z(iT1)z(iT2)〉c =
∞∑
l=0

(l + 1)(−1)l+1Jl+1(2αT1)Jl+1(2αT2), (2.169)

we will show in the Appendix A that

Θk = (i)k
Jk(2αT )

αk
Trθ(k), k > 0. (2.170)

We plot 〈Θ2
0〉+〈Θ2

k〉 in Fig.6a and 〈Θ2
k〉 in Fig.6b. The result is very interesting. We see

that every curve has the typical slop, ramp and plateau regimes. Another interesting

fact is that only the first few sectors contribute to the slop and ramp regions. For

example, adding the first 20 sectors we find that the ramp region is roughly located at

[2.5/α, 4/α] and we plot the contribution of each sector in Fig. 5. Actually including

the first 10 sectors is a very good approximation∑10
i=1〈Θ2

i 〉∑20
i=1〈Θ2

i 〉
= 0.999974. (2.171)

Therefore if we only focus on the ramp which is supposed to relate to wormholes

we only need to include the first 10 non-self-averaged sectors. In this sense we may call

Θ =
∑10

i=1 Θi the half-wormhole of z. This is similar to the half-wormhole of the simple

exponential observable (2.41) in the regime β2t2 < 1. We can follow the same procedure

to study the decomposition and the half-wormhole of z2. But it is very cumbersome

and we expect the its behavior is similar to the exponential observable.

3 Beyond Gaussian distribution or the generalized CGS model

One of simplest way to go beyond CGS model is again starting from the MM model but

including connected spacetimes with other topologies in the Euclidean path integral.

7The factor 6 × 2 comes from the adjacent terms like θ
(2)
ab,ij〈HijHikHkmHmn〉 and factor 3 comes

from the pairs like θ
(2)
ab,cd〈HbiHicHdkHka〉.

8for example see [64]
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Figure 5: α = 1, T = 3.

(a) N = 100, α = 1 (b) N = 100, α = 1

Figure 6

So the next simplest case beyond CGS model is the Disk-Cylinder-Pants model. Let

the amplitudes of the disk, cylinder and pants to be

〈Ẑ〉 = κ1, 〈Ẑ2〉 − 〈Ẑ〉2 = κ2, 〈Ẑ3〉 − 3〈Ẑ〉〈Ẑ2〉+ 2〈Ẑ〉2 = κ3. (3.1)

The generating function is

〈euẐ〉 = exp

(
uκ1 +

u2κ2

2!
+
u3κ3

3!

)
, (3.2)

so we can also identify Ẑ as a random variable albeit with a very complicated PDF.

We can simply think of the distribution is defined by the same generating function. In

[1] we introduce the connected correlators to decompose 〈ZneikZ〉 for example

〈ZeikZ〉 = 〈Z〉〈eikZ〉+ 〈ZeikZ〉c , (3.3)

〈Z2eikZ〉 = 〈Z2〉〈eikZ〉+ 2〈Z〉〈ZeikZ〉c + 〈Z2eikZ〉c, (3.4)

〈Z3eikZ〉 = 〈Z3〉〈eikZ〉+ 3〈Z2〉〈ZeikZ〉c + 3〈Z〉〈Z2eikZ〉c + 〈Z3eikZ〉c , (3.5)

. . .
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such that using the trick (2.9) we can decompose Zn
α into different sectors which are

exactly like (2.18)-(2.21). In other words, the number basis or {θ(i)} is still the basis

for decomposition. But {θ(i)} should be determined from the recursion relations (2.18)-

(2.21). For example, in the Disk-Cylinder-Pants model the first few θ(i) are

θ(1) = Z − κ1, θ(2) = θ(1)2 − κ2, θ(3) = θ(1)3 − 3κ2θ
(1) − κ3. (3.6)

Because of the inclusion of new wormholes, the pants, the basis is not orthogonal

anymore in the sense

〈θ(i)θ(j)〉 6= δij. (3.7)

It is easy to find that

〈θ(1)θ(2)〉 = κ3, 〈θ(2)θ(3)〉 = 6κ2κ3. (3.8)

Moreover the matrix M
(3)
ij = 〈θ(i)θ(j)〉, i, j = 1, 2, 3 is

M (3) =

κ2 κ3 0

κ3 2κ2
2 6κ2κ3

0 6κ2κ3 6κ3
2 + 9κ2

3

 . (3.9)

Naturally θ(i) can be understood as the i-linked half wormhole as shown in Fig.7 and 8

3.1 Toy statistical model

We start from the simplest operator

Y =
∑
i

(Xi − 〈Xi〉) . (3.10)

The modification starts to show up in

Y 3 = ∆0 + ∆1 + ∆3, (3.11)

where

∆0 = 〈Y 3〉, (3.12)

∆1 = 3Nκ2

∑
θ

(1)
i , (3.13)

∆3 =
∑
i

θ
(3)
i + 3

∑
i 6=j

θ
(2)
i θ

(1)
j +

∑
i 6=j 6=k

θ
(1)
i θ

(1)
j θ

(1)
k . (3.14)
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Figure 7: Illustrations of the metric (3.9)

Figure 8: Illustrations of the metric (3.9)

In this special case since 〈θ(1)θ(3)〉 = 0, there is no cross terms in 〈Y 6〉

〈Y 6〉 =
∑
i

〈∆2
i 〉, (3.15)

〈∆2
0〉 ∼ N2κ2

3, 〈∆2
1〉 ∼ N3κ3

2, 〈∆2
3〉 ∼ N3κ3

2 +N2κ2
3, (3.16)

where we only keep the possible leading terms. When κ2, κ3 ∼ O(1), the operator

Y 3 is not self-averaged and the effect of κ3 is negligible. The interesting case is when

N2κ2
3 >> N3κ3

2 so that we have the approximation

Y 3 ≈ 〈Y 3〉+ ∆3, (3.17)

which is the analog of (2.36).

3.2 0-SYK model

Let us reconsider the 0-SYK model but assume the random couplings satisfying

〈Ji1...iq〉 = 0, 〈Ji1...iqJj1...jq〉 = κ2δi1j1 . . . δiqjq , κ2 = τ 2 (q − 1)!

N q−1
, (3.18)

〈JAJBJC〉 = κ3δABC , (3.19)
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we will determine the scaling of κ3 in a moment. Then the averaged quantity is

〈z3〉 =

∫
d3N ψ eκ2

∑
A(ψ1

Aψ
2
A+ψ1

Aψ
3
A+ψ2

Aψ
3
A)ei3qκ3

∑
A ψ

1
Aψ

2
Aψ

3
A , (3.20)

which can be computed by introducing the collective variables

Gab =
1

N

∑
i

ψai ψ
b
i , (a, b) = (1, 2), (1, 3), (2, 3), (3.21)

G3 =
1

N

∑
i<j

ψ1
iψ

1
jψ

2
iψ

2
jψ

3
iψ

3
j , (3.22)

∑
A

ψaAψ
b
A =

N q

q!
Gq
ab,

∑
A

ψ1
Aψ

2
Aψ

3
A =

N q/2

(q/2)!
G
q/2
3 , (3.23)

to rewrite 〈z3〉 as

〈z3〉 =

∫
[
dGab d Σab

2πi/N
]

∫
dG3 d Σ3

2πi/N
e
N
q

(
τ2
∑
Gqab+2γ3G

q/2
3

)
e−N(

∑
ΣabGab+Σ3G3)∫

d3N ψeΣab
∑
i ψ

a
i ψ

b
i+Σ3

∑
i<j ψ

1
i ψ

1
jψ

2
i ψ

2
jψ

3
i ψ

3
j (3.24)

=

∫
[
dGab d Σab

2πi/N
]

∫
dG3 d Σ3

2πi/N
e
N
q

(
τ2
∑
Gqab+2γ3G

q/2
3

)
e−N(

∑
ΣabGab+Σ3G3)Σ

N/2
3

=

∫
dG3 d Σ3

2πi/N
e
N
q/2

γ3G
q/2
3 e−NΣ3G3Σ

N/2
3 = γ3pmp, (3.25)

where mp is defined in (2.69) and

γ3 ≡ i3qκ3
N q/2−1

(q/2− 1)!
, γ ∼ O(1), (3.26)

thus

κ3 ∼
(q/2− 1)!

N q/2 − 1
. (3.27)

Recall that

z3 =
′∑

A,B,C

sgn(A)sgn(B)sgn(C)JA1JB1JC1 . . . JApJBpJCp . (3.28)

In general decomposing z3 is still very complicated. Let us consider some simple

examples. If p = 2, then we have

z3 =
′∑
A

sgn(A)J3
A1
J3
A2

+ 3
′∑

A,B,Ai 6=Bi

sgn(B)J2
A1
J2
A2
JB1JB2

+
′∑

A,B,C,Ai 6=Bi 6=Ci

sgn(A)sgn(B)sgn(C)JA1JA2JB1JB2JC1JC2 , (3.29)
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and there are seven different sectors. A simple way to derive the explicit expression of

each sector is to first decompose each JnA as (2.18)-(2.21):

JA = θ
(1)
A , J2

A = θ
(2)
A + (κ2)A, J3

A = θ
(3)
A + (κ3)A + 3(κ2)Aθ

(1)
A , (3.30)

then collect the terms in the same sector:

∆0 = κ2
3

′∑
sgn(A) = mpκ

2
3 = 〈z3〉, (3.31)

∆1 = 3κ3

′∑
A

sgn(A)
(
θ

(1)
A1

(κ2)A2 + (κ2)A1θ
(1)
A2

)
, (3.32)

∆2 = (6 + 3Mp)κ
2
2

′∑
A

sgn(A)θ
(1)
A1
θ

(1)
A2
, (3.33)

∆3 =
′∑
A

sgn(A)
(
θ

(3)
A1

(κ3)A2 + (κ3)A1θ
(3)
A2

)
, (3.34)

∆4 = 3κ2

′∑
A

sgn(A)

(
θ

(3)
A1
θ

(1)
A2

+ θ
(1)
A1
θ

(3)
A2

+
∑

B,B 6=A1,A2

θ
(2)
B θ

(1)
A1
θ

(1)
A2

)
, (3.35)

∆5 = 0, ∆6 =
′∑
A

sgn(A)θ
(3)
A1
θ

(3)
A2

+ 3
′∑

A,B,Ai 6=Bi

sgn(B)θ
(2)
A1
θ

(2)
A2
θ

(1)
B1
θ

(1)
B2

+
′∑

A,B,C,Ai 6=Bi 6=Ci

sgn(A)sgn(B)sgn(C)θ
(1)
A1
θ

(1)
A2
θ

(1)
B1
θ

(1)
B2
θ

(1)
C1
θ

(1)
C2
, (3.36)

where Mp = (pq)!
p!(q!)p

. Now we are ready to compute 〈∆i∆j〉 using the relation (3.9). It

turns out that different sectors are still orthogonal for this case:

〈∆2
0〉 = m2

pκ
4
3, 〈∆2

1〉 = 18Mpκ
2
3κ

3
2, (3.37)

〈∆2
2〉 = (6 + 3Mp)

2Mpκ
6
2, 〈∆2

3〉 = 2Mpκ
2
3(6κ3

2 + 9κ2
3), (3.38)

〈∆2
4〉 = 18Mpκ

3
2(6κ3

2 + 9κ2
3) + 18Mp(2Mp − 2)κ6

2, (3.39)

〈∆2
6〉 = Mp(6κ

3
2 + 9κ2

3)2 + 9Mp(Mp − 1)4κ6
2 + 9(m2

p −Mp)κ
4
3 (3.40)

+6Mp(Mp − 1)(Mp − 2)κ6
2. (3.41)

In large N limit the relevant parameters have the following asymptotic behaviors

κ2 ∼
(N/2− 1)!

NN/2−1
, κ3 ∼

(N/4− 1)!

NN/4−1
, κ2

3 ∼ κ3
2mpe

N , Mp ∼ m2
p

√
N, (3.42)

then the approximation can be given as

z3 ∼ ∆3 + ∆6. (3.43)
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In general we find that when p << N(or q >> 1), z3 is not self-averaged, i.e. the

wormhole does not persists, but the (three-linked) half-wormhole emerges. This fact

can be intuitively understood as the following. In this limit because of the scaling (3.42),

the three-mouth-wormhole amplitude is favored thus the possible dominate sectors are

∆0, ∆3p−3 and ∆3p:

〈∆2
0〉 = m2

pκ
2p
3 , 〈∆2

3p〉 > 〈(
′∑
A

sgn(A)θ
(3)
A1
. . . θ

(3)
Ap

)2〉 ∼Mpκ
2p
3 , (3.44)

〈∆2
3p−3〉 > (

′∑
A

sgn(A)
∑
i

θ
(3)
A1
. . . (κ3)Ai . . . θ

(3)
Ap

)2〉 ∼Mpκ
2p
3 , (3.45)

and since Mp >> m2
p we conclude that z3 ≈ ∆3p−3 + ∆3p. This is similar to the result

obtained in section 2.3. In the same limit, z is not self-averaged neither while the

half-wormhole emerges.

4 Discussion

In this paper we have generalized the factorization proposal introduced in [56]. The

main idea is to decompose the observables into the self-averaging sector and non-self-

averaging sectors. We find that the contributions from different sectors have interesting

statistics in the semi-classical limit. When the self-averaging sector survives in this limit

the observable is self-averaging. An interesting phenomenon is the sector condensation

meaning the surviving non-self-averaging trend to condense and in the extreme case only

one non-self-averaging sector is left-over resembling the Bose-Einstein condensation.

Then the half-wormhole saddle is naturally understood as the condensed sectors. We

apply the this proposal to simple statistical model , 0-SYK model and random matrix

model. Half-wormhole saddles are identified and they are in agreement with the known

results. With our proposal we also show the equivalence between the results in [56] and

[57]. We also studied multi-linked-half-wormholes and their relations. There are some

future directions.

Sector condensation

It is interesting to understand the sector condensation better. We expect that it is some

criterion for an ensemble theory or a statistical observable to potentially have a bulk

description. So it deserves to study it in other gravity/ensemble theories. Definitely the

extreme case mimicking the Bose-Einstein condensation is the most interesting one. We

have not understood when it will happen and could it be used as some order parameter.

We expect by studying the “phase diagram” in the sector space we can obtain more

information about the observables and systems.
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Complex coupling and half-wormholes

In [61], it shows that factorization is related to the complex couplings. In our approach,

the complex coupling emerges as an auxiliary parameter to obtain the half-wormhole

saddle. The trick here is similar to the one used by Coleman, Giddings and Strominger

[67–69], where the non-local effect of spacetime wormhole is “localized” with a price of

introducing random couplings. But the current analysis shows that this is only possible

when “Bose-Einstein” happens such that the dominant sector can be obtained from this

trick. So it would be interesting to explore the relation between complex coupling and

half-wormhole further using our approach.

Relations to other factorization proposal

Besides the half-wormhole proposal, there exists other proposals of factorization. For

example, in [64] it shows two dimensional gravity can be factorized by including other

branes in the gravitational path integral. These new branes corresponding to specific

operators in the dual matrix model. From the point of view of our approach, inserting

operators may be related to adding back the contributions from non-self-averaging

sectors. In [70], it is argued that factorization can be restored by adding other kinds

of asymptotic boundaries corresponding to the degenerate vacua. It is clear that from

our approach, this is equivalent to introducing new random variables. It would be

interesting to see how this changes the statistic of contribution form different sectors.
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A Details of 2.5.1

First let us rederive the non-self-averaged sectors of z in a more systematic way. For

simplicity let us set t2 = 1/N . Defining

Jba = 〈 δz
δHab

〉 =

∫
dHe−

N
2

TrH2 δz

δHab

, (A.1)

= N

∫
dHe−

N
2

TrH2

Hba Tr(eiTH) = N〈Hbaz〉 (A.2)
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then we can rewrite Θ1 as

Θ1 =
∑
i,j

θ
(1)
ij Jji ≡ 〈Tr(θ(1)δz)〉. (A.3)

By considering that in (A.2) Hba has to contract with other Hab or by a argument of

symmetry it is obvious

Jba = δabJaa (A.4)

thus

Jba = δabN〈Haaz〉 = δab〈TrHz〉, Θ1 =
∑
i

θ
(1)
ii Jii = Trθ(1)〈TrHz〉, (A.5)

where we have used the fact there is a permutation symmetry in the diagonal elements

{Hii}. Similarly the second non-self-averaged sector Θ2 can be written as

Θ2 =
1

2
Trθ(2)〈(TrH2 −N)z〉. (A.6)

In general, it is

Θk =
1

k
Trθ(k)〈[TrHk]z〉, (A.7)

which simply means that {[TrHk]} is an orthogonal basis in the sense

〈[TrHk][TrH l]〉 = kδkl . (A.8)

Recall (2.160) the generating function of the normal-ordered operator is

[G(u)] =

∫
d H̃ e

1
2t2

TrH̃2

e−
1
t2

Tr(HH̃)e
1

2t2
TrH2

TreuH̃ . (A.9)

Therefore similar to the computation of (2.27) we have〈
[TreuLH̃ ][TreuRH̃ ]

〉
=

∫
[dH dHL dHR]e

N
2

(TrH2
L+TrH2

R+TrH2)e−NTrH(HL+HR)TreuLHLTreuRHR

=

∫
[dHL dHR]e−NTrHLHRTreuLHLTreuRHR =

∑
k

ukL
k!

ukR
k!
k, (A.10)

where we have used the formal integral∫
[dHL dHR]e−NTrHLHR [HL]ij[HR]ji =

1

N
. (A.11)
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By expanding both sides of (A.10) we get (A.8) as promised. So the task is to compute

the two-point correlation functions

〈[TrHn]z〉, or 〈TrHnz〉 (A.12)

or more conveniently the generating function

G(u) = 〈Tr(euH)z〉 = 〈z(u)〉〈z(iT )〉+
∞∑
l=0

(l + 1)(−1)l+1Jl+1(−2iu)Jl+1(2T ),(A.13)

= N
J1(−2iu)

−iu
〈z(iT )〉+

∞∑
l=0

(l + 1)(−1)l+1Jl+1(−2iu)Jl+1(2T ). (A.14)

Expanding the generating function gives

〈Tr(H)z〉 = iJ1(2T ), 〈Tr(H2)z〉 = N〈z〉 − 2J2(2T ), (A.15)

〈Tr(H3)z〉 = −3iJ3(2T ) + 3iJ1(2T ), (A.16)

〈Tr(H4)z〉 = 2N〈z〉 − 8J2(2T ) + 4J4(2T ), . . . (A.17)

which indeed lead to (2.170).

It would be desired to derive a generating function of the normal ordered operators

[TrHn] which has the integral form

[G(u)] =

∫
d H̃ e

1
2t2

TrH̃2

e−
1
t2

Tr(HH̃)e
1

2t2
TrH2

TreuH̃ . (A.18)

Note that (A.18) describes a GUE model coupled with an external source. As shown

in [64] it can be rewritten as

[G(u)] =

∫ ∏
i

d λ̃ie
1

2t2

∑
λ̃i− 1

t2

∑
λ̃iλi+

1
2t2

∑
λ2i

∆(λ̃)

∆(λ)

∑
k

euλ̃k (A.19)

=
∑
j

e
1

2t2

∑
λ2i−

1
2t2

∑
i(λi−δjit2u)2

N∏
i 6=j

(1 +
−ut2

λi − λj
) (A.20)

= e−
t2u2

2
1

−ut2

∮
H

dw

2πi

N∏
i=1

(1 +
−ut2

w − λi
)ewu. (A.21)

Notice that in the large N limit [TrHn] is a linear combination of single trace operator

so we should expand each 1/(w−λi) into Taylor series and only keep terms with
∑

i λ
k
i

[G(u)] = e−
u2

2N (−N
u

)

∮
H

dw

2πi

(
(1 +

−u/N
w

)N +
−u
N

(1 +
−u/N
w

)N−1
∑
k

∑
i λ

k
i

wk+1

)
euw,
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where we have substituted t2 = 1/N . Sending N to infinity gives

e−
u2

2N ∼ 1, (1 +
−u/N
w

)N ∼ (1 +
−u/N
w

)N−1 ∼ e−u/w, (A.22)

thus we arrive at the final result

[G(u)] = (−N
u

)

∮
H

dw

2πi
eu(w− 1

w
) +
∑
k=1

TrHk

∮
H

dw

2πi
eu(w− 1

w
) 1

wk+1
. (A.23)

These contour integral can be evaluated exactly by using the expansion

eu(w− 1
w

) =
∞∑

i=−∞

wkJk(2u), (A.24)

which leads to

[G(u)] =
N

u
J1(2u) +

∑
k

TrHkJk(2u). (A.25)

By expanding with respect to u, indeed we get the correct normal-ordered operators

[G(u)] = N + uTrH +
u2

2!
(TrH2 −N) +

u3

3!
(TrH3 − 3TrH) +

u4

4!

(
TrH4 − 4TrH2 + 2N

)
+
u5

5!

(
TrH5 − 5TrH3 + 10TrH

)
+

1

6!

(
TrH6 − 6TrH4 + 15TrH2 − 5N

)
. . . .(A.26)

We can also obtain a generating function of Θk

〈[G(u)]z〉 =

∫
dH

∫
d H̃ e

N
2

TrH̃2

e−NTr(HH̃)TreuH̃TreiTH (A.27)

=
N

u
J1(2u)〈z〉+

∑
k

Jk(2u)〈TrHkTreiTH〉 (A.28)

which unfortunately does not have a simple closed form but the ensemble average

〈TrHkTreiTH〉 can be computed with the generating function (A.14).
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